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Canyon Meadows Residents Meet With County Planners | 
Canyon Meadows property owners spent last Thursday evening with the Wasatch County Planning У 
Commission debating a building moratorium ordinance. Currently, no building is allowed in the | 
subdivision because of concerns over septic systems. Above, Ray Zull, attorney for Canyon 
Meadows argues a point. The subdivision filed suit against Wasatch County last month. PON 
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Test: Good News For Canyon Meadows 


After spending nearly $25,000, a new study says soil 


BY DAVE ANDERTON 
Wave Editor 


A detailed geotechnical report 
performed by Applied Geotechnical 
Engineering Consultants, an engi- 
‘neering firm based in Sandy City, 
concludes that Canyon Meadows, a 
subdivision located in Provo 
Canyon, contains above average 
soil strengths. 

The study is one of two reports 
designed to evaluate the stability of 
the ground on which Canyon 
Meadows lies. Wasatch County paid 


$25,000 for the soil strength test. 
An inclinometer test, a separate 
study that measures ground move- 
ment, is anticipated to be released 
sometime this month. Canyon 
Meadows property owners paid 
$50,000 for the inclinometer test. 
“The stability analysis indicates 
that when the residual soil strengths 
are used, a static factor of safety 
greater than 2 is obtained,” reads 
the report. “Under static conditions, 
the site meets the criteria of a factor 
of safety greater than 1.3 as indicat- 
ed by the Utah Geological Survey.” 


strengths meet acceptable safety factors 


A factor rating less than one is 
considered dangerous. The higher 
the number, the safer the ground. 

The report cautions that the site’s 
soil strengths are weaker when 
applied against seismic conditions, 
namely an earthquake. 

Soil strengths applied against a 
hypothetical earthquake scenario 
would yield a rating “close to and 
possibly greater than 1.0,” accord- 
ing to the report. 

The data is welcome news for 
Canyon Meadows property owners 
who claim that Wasatch County has 


irresponsibly devalued property val- 
ues by imposing a building morato- 
rium last year. 

“The evidence was already 
there,” claimed Vic Orvis, a proper- 
ty owner, who said that a similar 
study conducted by the Utah 
Department of Transportation 
revealed no movement near Canyon 
Meadows. 

“The only things that are slip- 
sliding away are our property rights 
and our protections under the law, 
not Canyon Meadows,” said an 
angry Orvis, who warns others that 
Wasatch County does not follow 
their own building codes or ordi- 
nances. 

“County development codes are 
written to protect home and lot buy- 


ers from those who might not be 
inclined to provide this protection 
voluntarily,” said Orvis. “Prior to 
active development of Canyon 
Meadows and apparently Timber 
Lakes, Wasatch County officials 
were advised by Utah State officials 
to have the developers conduct 
slope stability studies. In both cases 
this advice was ignored. Decades 
later the county has come back on 
these taxpaying lot owners. It seems 
to me that it is not the septic sys- 
tems that stink in Wasatch County 
but the way taxpayers are being 
abused and their riohte iennrad > 
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The building moratorium 
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ighway 189 “is expected to under- 
go continual creep movements and 
to. require maintenance unless miti- 
gation works such as-deep drilled 


shafts and subsurface systems аге 


implemented”. ј 
Canyon Meadows residents 
admit that the highway is moving, 


` but deny апу: movement is occur- 
_ ring in the nearby subdivision. 


sed in San Francisco, US. te are needed before a complete 


.judgement can be made. He also 


impósed by Wasatch County incited 
property owners to file a lawsuit 
against the county. The suit is still 
pending, but Bob Mathis, Wasatch 
County Planner, says he thinks the 
county is close to reaching an 
agreement with property owners, 

` Mathis said that the inclinometer 


remains skeptical about the length 
of time the inclinometers have been . 
operating, saying that eight months 
is not enough time for an accurate © 
picture of any slide movement, у 

Mathis says he would prefer to ` 
see the inclinometers remain in 
place over several years. 
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Canyon Meadows Cans 
Offer From County 


Residents say they were “insulted” by the 
county’s offer of $100,000 and concessions 


Suzanne Bates 


Courier Staff 
After you hear the stories from the 
Canyon Meadows home and landown- 
ers, it is clear why they are angry. 


There is the family that has spent 
three years and $11,000, and now they 
are just starting to build their home. 
Another family that has spent $5,000 
and a year and a half and they now have 
a hole in the ground. And yet another 
family that spent $350,000 to have their 
home built, and then could only sell it 
for $289,000. 


It gets worse. One family had such a 
hard time getting their home built that 
by the time the home was finished, the 
family was bankrupt after spending more 
than $100,000 to get the required per- 
mits and tests done, and the home was 
repossessed by the bank. 


Why have they had all of these 
problems? It started in 1997 when the 
county imposed a building moratorium 
on Canyon Meadows because of sup- 
posed slide possibilities. Moratoriums 
are legally supposed to last only six 
months, but somehow the moratorium 
was stretched out far beyond that dead- 
line. 


Even when landowners were told 
they could build, they “had to pay for 
expensive “perk” and “slide” studies. All 
of the lots on the meadow are on a sep- 
tic system because there is no sewer line 
up to the development. The perk tests 
are done before a septic system can be 
put in. Pretty standard procedure, until 
you recognize that the owners of these 
lots were forced to-do tests that are more 
stringent than people have to do in the 
rest of the county, and there are no laws 
on the books that dictate what tests 
they had to do. 


Canyon Meadows homeowners asso- 
ciation has sued the county over these 
and other issues. Lawsuits were also filed 
against County Health Director Phil 
Wright, former County Planner Bob 
Mathis, and County Commissioners 
LaRen Provost, Ralph Duke, Mike 
Kohler, Sharon Winterton, and Keith 
Jacobsen. 


On Saturday June 10, at the annual 
Canyon Meadows Homeowner's 
Association meeting, Craig Wentz, an 
insurance attorney for the county, pre- 
sented an offer to the homeowners. The 

` offer included water shares, which would 
be leased to homeowners at below cost 


for ten years, a subsidy which amounts 
to about $22,000. It also included 
rescinding the #10" perk test require- 
ment imposed on Canyon Meadow's 
homeowners, and implement the 12” 
requirement that exists in the rest of the 
county. 

Along with other promises to better 
adopt and follow county laws and ordi- 
nances, the county offered the home- 
owners a $100,000 lump sum to settle. 


Dee Olsen, 
who is on 


Canyon Meadow’s 
litigation 
committee, 
said that the 


$100,000 


settlement 
offer “would be 


fine as a tip, 
a gratuity.” 


Homeowners did not appear to be 
happy with the settlement offer when 
they were invited to ask Wentz ques- 
tions. They asked why they should be 
happy with the county's offer to provide 
water now when it should have been in 
place before the lots were even sold. 
They also seemed angry that the county 
was coming to them with only $100,000 
in a settlement when so many of them 
have spent so much time and money. 

“] was actually insulted by their pro- 
posal,” said homeowner Karen Swenson. 
She said that the money offered was not 
adequate compensation for the 
heartache that homeowners have had to 
go through. She said the hassles that 
homeowners have to go through show 
“what you have to be made of to be a 
Canyon Meadowan.” 

Dee Olsen, who is on Canyon 
Meadow’s litigation committee, said 
that the $100,000 settlement offer 
“would be fine as a tip, a gratuity.” 2 


